review on intrapersonal correlates with motivational climate perceptions, 8 athletes' perceptions of a mastery climate have consistently been linked to adaptive motivational outcomes such as positive affective states, the experience of flow, and adaptive strategies. Perceptions of a performance climate, on the other hand, have been associated with less adaptive aspects of sport such as negative affective states, negative thoughts, and worries, as well as maladaptive strategies. Achievement goal theory-based research 3, 8, 9 has demonstrated that the coach-created motivational climate, as measured from the athletes' perspective, has implications for the athletes. Yet we argue that it is also important to consider coach perceptions of the motivational climate, particularly because previous research has found that coaches and their athletes may differ in their perceptions. For example, Smith et al 4 found that there were no significant associations between coaches' and athletes' ratings of either a mastery or performance climate. This can be referred to as perceptual distance, that is, the difference between leader and team perceptions of the same social stimulus. 10 The perceptual distance can vary in size, with a small distance representing little variation in the perceptions of the given social stimulus, reflective of perceptual agreement. A large perceptual distance, however, is reflective of perceptual disagreement. It is believed that perceptual distance is related to team outcomes, and research in the corporate setting has associated perceptual agreement on various aspects of the work environment (eg, organizational support, construct conflict, and organizational learning) with higher team performance and affective responses. [10] [11] [12] Furthermore, a recent study in the context of youth sport found that coach-athlete perceptual distance in regard to need supportive and thwarting behaviors from the coach was related to athletes' basic psychological needs. 13 Gibson et al 10 forwarded collective cognition as a possible explanation for the relationship between perceptual distance and outcomes. Collective cognition is defined as knowledge that is shared between the members of a group, not residing within one individual but in the interrelations between members. 14, 15 A group is defined as a social aggregation that is perceived as meaningful by its members, in which the members interact on a regular basis and share a set of mutual objectives. 14 The process of collective cognition in a group is defined by several phases, namely the accumulation, handling, examination, and accommodation of knowledge, and an effective transition from one phase to another reflects a higher level of collective cognition. 10, 14, 16 To understand what collective cognition might look like in a coach-team interaction, consider a coach that is very active on the sideline, yelling, and screaming. The coach is doing this to energize his or her team during the last minutes of a game, letting the team know that he or she is supporting them. If the coach and the team has a high level of collective cognition, the team will know what this means and react accordingly. However, with low levels of collective cognition, the players may misinterpret this as pressure or anger. This type of collective cognition if referred to as knowledge of each other. 15 According to Gibson et al, 10 perceptual agreement, as opposed to disagreement, allows for the use of various catalysts for moving a team from one phase of collective cognition to another, such as feedback and clarifying roles. Applied to the example above, coach-team perceptual agreement would allow the coach to provide feedback to clarify why he or she acted in that manner. However, if there is perceptual disagreement, the coach will not realize that the team is misinterpreting the behavior, and will therefore not make use of any catalysts. Thus, in terms of the coach-created motivational climate, its effectiveness in relation to relevant team-rated outcomes may be related to the degree to which a coach is able to make use of various catalysts for collective cognition. Through the motivational climate they create, coaches can influence their athletes' personal beliefs concerning success and failure. 9 AGT refers to these beliefs as achievement goal orientations, defined as the relatively stable standards by which individuals evaluate their competencies. 17 Traditionally, the standards have been divided into two orientations, namely task and ego goal orientation. 3 A task goal orientation is based on a self-referenced view of ability, and competence is believed to be demonstrated through effort, mastery, and improvement. Conversely, an ego goal orientation represents a more differentiated view of ability, and competence is defined as outperforming others with equal or less effort. Generally, a task goal orientation has been linked to positive aspects of youth sport participation, while an ego goal orientation has been associated with more negative aspects. 18 This has led researchers to emphasize the importance of facilitating a task goal orientation and avoiding an ego goal orientation, as this is thought to be beneficial for youth sport athletes' well-being and optimal functioning. 19 Ames 9 argued that exposure to a strong motivational climate leads to the adoption of the corresponding achievement goal orientation. This has gained empirical support, indicating that exposure to a performance climate is linked to an ego goal orientation, and exposure to a mastery climate is linked to a task goal orientation. 8 This can be referred to as a socialization effect which involves internalization of the achievement values put forward by the coach. In fact, Nicholls 17 originally described achievement goal orientations as internalizations of the contextual achievement cues, and this type of socialization effect may be more evident with adolescents as they have yet to firm up their personal achievement beliefs. 20 There is no theoretical reason to expect a relationship between a mastery climate and an ego goal orientation, and between a performance climate and a task goal orientation. Previous empirical studies support this. argue that perceptual distance in regard to the motivational climate may be relevant for the socialization of achievement values from coaches to their teams. This is because the level of perceptual distance can impact the degree to which the coach is able to make use of various catalysts for collective cognition. 10, 14 Specifically, less perceptual distance will allow the coach to more effectively communicate and transfer the achievement value through collective cognition. We expect therefore that high levels of a motivational climate coupled with low levels of coach-team perceptual distance will result in the strongest relationship to the relevant achievement goal orientation. In addition to influencing athletes' achievement goal orientations, the coach-created motivational climate is also related to athletes' affective responses, particularly through competitive processes and the emphasis put on performance. 8, 21, 22 To investigate how coach-team perceptual distance might relate to such outcomes, we decided to examine anxiety and enjoyment as representatives of negative and positive affective responses to youth sport participation, respectively. Sport anxiety is defined as a tendency to respond with state anxiety to performance situations where evaluation is likely. 23 Although some might interpret anxiety as facilitative, the general notion is that high levels of anxiety in sport are negatively related to participation, health, and performance. 24 In contrast, enjoyment in sport is reflective of a positive affective response, relating to pleasure and fun. 21 According to Scanlan et al, 21 it is imperative to facilitate enjoyment and reduce anxiety levels in order to attract youth to sport and keep them positively involved. It is widely accepted in the sport psychology literature that a coach-created mastery climate is likely to facilitate enjoyment and oppose anxiety, while an opposite pattern is expected with a performance climate. 2, 8 In the current study, we focused on the role coach-team perceptual distance might play in these relationships. Previous research in organizational psychology has associated perceptual distance with both positive affect and negative affect, and findings seem to suggest that perceptual agreement is associated with more positive outcomes compared to disagreement. 11, 25 However, Rocchi and Pelletier 13 showed that athletes experienced more need frustration when the coach and athletes were in perceptual agreement regarding the coach's need thwarting behavior. Thus, we argue that perceptual agreement will lead to positive outcomes only to the extent that the matter on which there is agreement is conducive to such outcomes. While some affective responses may be more likely when there is perceptual agreement, the characteristics of the specific climate will determine which responses that would be. To illustrate, we do not believe that perceptual agreement regarding a performance climate can make this climate more beneficial to the team; rather, it should make it more detrimental. We therefore expected a performance climate to induce more anxiety in the team and be less enjoyable, if the coach and the team are in perceptual agreement rather than disagreement. Moreover, we expected a coach-created mastery climate to be more apt at creating enjoyable experiences characterized by low levels of anxiety for the team if the coach and the team are in perceptual agreement rather than disagreement. These hypotheses are supported by the notion of collective cognition. 10, 14 For example, in terms of a mastery climate, collective cognition would allow the coach and the team to work efficiently toward development and mastery, which generally is considered enjoyable. 8, 26 With a performance climate, however, collective cognition may result in a more clear process of social comparison, increasing the level of anxiety and decreasing enjoyment. 8, 21 When coaches and teams do not agree, the consequences may differ depending on the direction of the disagreement. For example, Tafvelin et al 12 showed that team performance suffered the most when the leaders had a more positive perception of the social stimulus compared to the team. Similarly, Rocchi and Pelletier 13 found that when there was coach-athlete perceptual distance, the athletes reported higher levels of need satisfaction and lower levels of need frustration if the coach underreported their supportive behavior and overreported their thwarting behavior, relative to their athletes. Based on these findings, we expected that if the team, as compared to the coach, perceives a lower level of a coach-created mastery climate, the dynamics would be relatively more detrimental to the outcomes than the opposite scenario. The reason for this could be that coaches who perceive themselves as creating a strong mastery climate are less likely to be concerned with further emphasizing this mastery focus or offering help in transferring these values onto the athletes. Conversely, if the opposite is true, the coach is likely to continue focusing on creating a mastery climate. However, such over-emphasizing is not likely to be overly detrimental to the team, compared to not experiencing a mastery focus as in the former scenario. Concerning a performance climate, we expected a relatively less detrimental situation to occur when the coach perceives a higher level of a performance climate compared to the team. In that situation, the coach is seemingly not communicating the performance cues effectively and cannot rely on collective cognition, and therefore, the team may be somewhat protected from the negative implications of a normative focus from the coach. The aim of the present study was to investigate how the coach-created motivational climate relates to outcomes and the role of coach-team perceptual distance therein. We focused on three different outcomes, namely achievement goal orientations, enjoyment, and anxiety. All of these have been associated with the coach-created motivational climate in previous research 8 and are thought to be important to the youth sport experience. 2, 18, 19 Based on the theoretical propositions of AGT and previous research on perceptual agreement, our hypotheses were threefold.
First, we expected perceptions of a mastery climate to be positively associated with team-rated task goal orientation and enjoyment and negatively related to team-rated anxiety. Conversely, a performance climate was expected to be positively linked with team-rated ego goal orientation and anxiety and negatively linked with team-rated enjoyment. Second, these relationships were expected to appear stronger with higher levels of coach-team perceptual agreement (ie, when the coach and the team are similar in their perception of the coach-created motivational climate). Third, regarding coach-team perceptual disagreement (ie, when the coach and the team differ in their perception of the coach-created motivational climate), we expected it to be more detrimental in terms of outcomes when the team perceived a higher level of a performance climate, and a lower level of a mastery climate, compared to the coach, than the opposite pattern.
| METHOD

| Participants and procedure
This research is a part of the Norwegian arm of the larger Promoting Adolescence Physical Activity (PAPA) multicenter project. 27 Data from a questionnaire survey with , and each coach was linked to one team only. All teams were considered a part of the grassroots soccer context. The Norwegian Data Protection Authority has approved the project prior to its commencement. As the data set did not include sensitive health information, the approval required only passive consent. Therefore, parents or legal guardians were asked to give the project leader a verbal or written refusal if they did not want their child to participate. Both coaches, parents, and athletes were given their own information sheet in ample time prior to data collection, and the option of opt-out was given directly to the participants. They were also informed that consent could be withdrawn at any point. The data collection itself took place at the start of the season, before or after a team training session.
| Measures
All scales were administered in Norwegian, following an extensive translation -back-translation procedure. 28 Respondents were asked to rate how much they agreed with each statement, on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). In order to estimate team ratings of the motivational climates and the outcomes, the individual scores for all athletes within one team were aggregated by averaging the team members' responses. These aggregated scores were used in all subsequent analyses.
The teams' perceptions of the motivational climate were measured with a short version 29 of the Perceived Motivational Climate in Sport Questionnaire (PMCSQ-2). 7 Previous research has supported the reliability of this scale in the context of youth sport. 23 Team members were asked to think about what it had usually been like on their team in the past 3-4 weeks, and nine items assessed perceived mastery climate (eg, "my coach made sure players felt successful when they improved"), tapping the cooperative learning, important role, and effort/improvement lower-order factors. The Omega coefficient 30 for the aggregated team rating was 0.89. Seven items, tapping the intra-team rivalry, unequal recognition, and punishment for mistakes lower-order factors measured perceptions of a performance climate (eg, "the coach devotes most of his/her attention to the best players"). The Omega coefficient for the aggregated team rating was 0.94. Coach perceptions of the motivational climate were also measured with the PMCSQ-2, and the coaches were asked to indicate how well the items corresponded to their actual behavior in the past month, and the items were preceded by the stem "On my team." Previous use of this scale to assess coach perceptions has noted somewhat low reliability scores, 4 but the Omega coefficient for the coaches' rating herein was 0.81 for the mastery climate scale, and 0.75 for the performance climate scale. The Motivational Orientation Scales (MOS) 31 was employed to assess achievement goal orientations, and items were preceded by the stem "I feel really successful in football when...." Previous research has demonstrated acceptable psychometric properties for the use of this scale with youth sport participants. 32 Seven items assessed task goal orientation (eg, "I do my very best"), and the Omega coefficient for the aggregated team rating was 0.82. Six items (eg, "I'm the only one who can do the skill") measured ego goal orientation, and the Omega coefficient for the aggregated team rating was 0.90.
To assess the level of enjoyment in soccer, team members were asked to think about their general experience of the soccer environment in the past month. Four items based on the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI 33 ) were employed (eg, "It was fun playing soccer"). The items were preceded by the statement "In the past month…." Previous research
has supported the reliability of this scale, 33 and the Omega coefficient for the aggregated team rating herein was 0.86. The measurement of soccer-specific performance anxiety was based on the worry factor of the revised Sport Anxiety Scale (SAS). 34 Five items were used to measure the degree to which the statements correspond to how the athletes usually feel about their performance in soccer, before or during a match (eg, "I worry that I will let the other players on my team down"). The items were preceded by the phrase "Before or when I am playing a soccer match…." The reliability of the scale has been demonstrated with youth athletes previously, 23 and the Omega coefficient for the aggregated team rating herein was 0.94.
| Aggregation
We computed r WG as a measure of interrater agreement (IRA) and intraclass correlation coefficients ICC(1) and ICC (2) 35 we also inspected the range of r WG values across the teams to identify low agreement teams and their potential impact on the results. Sensitivity analyses were performed with and without low agreement teams, defined as having an r WG value <0.51, which according to LeBreton and Senter 36 indicate lack of agreement or weak agreement. The number of low agreement teams was one for mastery climate, two for performance climate, one for task orientation, 17 for ego orientation, five for enjoyment, and 42 for anxiety. The sensitivity analyses are described in more detail in the Results section. The ICC (1) is typically interpreted as a measure of effect size indicating the extent to which individual ratings are attributable to group membership. 35 For all variables, the ICC(1) was greater than zero and the ANOVA F value was statistically significant, which are considered conditions under which scores can be aggregated to the team level. 
| Statistical Analysis
We used polynomial regression with response surface analysis to examine the coach-team perceptual distance, [37] [38] [39] specifically the procedure outlined by Shanock et al. 40 The first step was to assess the level of disagreement between the coaches and their teams, and the direction of the disagreement. 40, 41 If there is a lack of disagreement between the coaches and the teams, the practical value of exploring how perceptual distance affects an outcome would be very low. Following suggestions in the literature, 40, 41 we standardized (z-scores) each predictor variable and used a discrepancy of half a standard deviation between the coach and team ratings to indicate disagreement in perceptions of the motivational climate. According to Fleenor et al, 41 at least 10% of the coach-team ratings should be in disagreement to warrant further analysis. The second step was to perform the polynomial regression analysis using mean-centered predictor variables. Centering is recommended to aid interpretation of the results and to reduce potential (non-essential) multicollinearity. 40, 42 Separate polynomial regressions were conducted for the predictor variables (ie, team-and coach-rated mastery climate and performance climate). Each outcome (ie, task goal orientation, ego goal orientation, enjoyment, and anxiety) was regressed on teams' ratings, coaches' ratings, the cross-product of teams' and coaches' ratings, the square of teams' ratings, and the square of coaches' ratings of the motivational climate. If the predictors in the polynomial regression explain variance in the outcome variable that is different from zero, which is indicated by a statistically significant R 2 , the four surface test values (ie, a 1 , a 2 , a 3 , and a 4 ) derived from the polynomial regression analysis are evaluated.
39,40
The four surface test values represent the slope and the curvature of the two lines that comprise the response surface pattern in the graph (see Figure 1) . The slope of the line of perfect agreement as related to the outcome is given by a 1 = (b 1 + b 2 ), where b 1 is the unstandardized beta coefficient of the centered team-rated variable and b 2 is the unstandardized beta coefficient of the centered coach-rated variable. The curvature along the line of perfect agreement as related to the outcome is given by a 2 = (b 3 + b 4 + b 5 ), where b 3 is the unstandardized beta coefficient for the centered team-rated variable squared, b 4 is the unstandardized beta coefficient for the cross-product of the centered team-rated variable and centered coach-rated variable, and b 5 is the beta coefficient for the centered coach-rated variable squared. Both a 1 and a 2 reflect how agreement between the team and coach ratings relates to the outcome, where a 1 reflects the linear relationship and a 2 reflects the nonlinear relationship. The slope of the line of incongruence as related to the outcome is given by a 3 = (b 1 b 2 ), whereas the curvature of the line of incongruence is given by a 4 = (b 3 b 4 + b 5 ). The a 3 value reflects how the direction of the disagreement between the team-and coach-rated variables is related to the outcome, whereas a 4 reflects how the degree of disagreement in the team-and coach-rated variables relates to the outcome.
| RESULTS
First, the data were screened for univariate outliers using standardized z-scores with a critical value of 3.29 (P < 0.001) and multivariate outliers using Mahalanobis distances (critical value 2 (4) = 18.47, P < 0.001). Two univariate outliers were identified; however, a closer inspection did not reveal any data entry errors or out of range values, and therefore, we decided to retain these in the analyses. Descriptive statistics, internal consistency, and bivariate correlations between the study variables are presented in Table 1 . Skewness and kurtosis values were within an acceptable range (±1.5) for all variables. The correlations between the team-rated and coach-rated motivational climate variables were generally weak and not statistically significant, which provides an indication that perceptual distance may be evident in the data. 12 First, we assessed the level of coach-team perceptual distance regarding the motivational climate variables. Ratings of the coach-created mastery climate showed that 32% of the coaches were in agreement with their teams, whereas 32% of the coaches rated higher, and 36% rated lower. Regarding ratings of the coach-created performance climate, 40% of the coaches were in agreement with their teams, whereas 31% rated higher, and 29% rated lower. These findings suggest rather large discrepancies (ie, >10%) between the coaches and their teams regarding the coach-created motivational climate, making further analyses meaningful.
Second, we performed the polynomial regression analyses. The results are presented in Figure 1 , Tables 2, and 3. In the first set of analyses, with teams and coaches' ratings of the coach-created mastery climate as predictors, the explained variance ranged from 4.6% to 35.5%, and the R 2 was statistically significant for task goal orientation and enjoyment (Table 2) . We proceeded by interpreting the surface test values for these two outcome variables. The positive and statistically significant a 1 values indicate that when the coach and team ratings were in agreement regarding the coach-created mastery climate the team-rated task goal orientation and enjoyment increased as both coach and team perceptions increased. The positive and statistically significant a 2 value suggests that the effect of increasing levels of coach and team perceptions of a mastery climate on team-rated task goal orientation, when in agreement, was more pronounced at higher levels of a perceived mastery climate. Moreover, the positive and statistically significant a 3 values indicate that when there was coach-team perceptual disagreement, higher team perceptions relative to coach perceptions were associated with higher task goal orientation and enjoyment. Finally, the a 4 values were non-significant, indicating that the degree of disagreement between the team and the coach was not related to the outcomes. In the second set of analyses, with teams' and coaches' ratings of the coach-created performance climate as predictors, the explained variance ranged from 11.6% to 38.0%, and the R 2 was statistically significant for ego goal orientation, enjoyment, and anxiety (Table 3) . We then interpreted the surface test values for these three outcome variables. The positive and statistically significant a 1 values indicate that when the coach and team ratings were in agreement regarding the coach-created performance climate, the team-rated ego goal orientation and anxiety increased, and enjoyment decreased, as both coach and team perceptions increased. The statistically significant a 3 values indicate that when there was coach-team perceptual disagreement, higher team perceptions relative to coach perceptions of the performance climate were associated with higher team-rated ego goal orientation and lower enjoyment. Finally, the a 4 values were non-significant, indicating that the degree of disagreement between the team and the coach was not related to the outcomes.
| Sensitivity Analyses
To examine the potential impact of low agreement teams on the results, we excluded teams with r WG values below 0.51 and reran the analyses. The results were consistent with and without low agreement teams for mastery climate, performance climate, task orientation, ego orientation, and enjoyment.
For anxiety, however, we noticed inconsistent results. When excluding low agreement teams, the R 2 was statistically significant for both sets of predictor variables (see Table  3 ). With mastery climate as the predictor, the a 1 surface value was negative and statistically significant, indicating that when team and coach ratings were in agreement, anxiety decreased as team and coach rating increased. The negative and statistically significant a 3 surface value indicates that anxiety was higher when coach-rated mastery climate was higher than team-rated mastery climate than vice versa. With performance climate as the predictor, the a 1 surface value was positive and statistically significant, indicating that when team and coach ratings were in agreement, anxiety increased as team and coach rating increased. The positive and statistically significant a 3 surface value indicates that anxiety was higher when team-rated performance climate was higher than coach-rated performance climate than vice versa.
| DISCUSSION
The present study examined the relationship between coach-team perceptual distance regarding the motivational climate and the teams' achievement goal orientations, anxiety, and enjoyment. In line with theoretical postulates, 2,9 the 1 = when team and coach ratings are in agreement, the outcome increases as team and coach ratings increase. −a 1 = when team and coach ratings are in agreement, the outcome decreases as team and coach ratings increase. +a 2 = the line of perfect agreement as it relates to the outcome is positive and a convex surface (ie, upward curving). −a 2 = the line of perfect agreement as it relates to the outcome is negative and a concave surface (ie, downward curving). +a 3 = higher team ratings relative to coach ratings is associated with higher scores on the outcome. −a 3 = higher coach ratings relative to team ratings is associated with higher scores on the outcome. +a 4 = the outcome increases more sharply as the degree of discrepancy between the team and coach ratings increases. −a 4 = the outcome decreases more sharply as the degree of discrepancy between the team and coach ratings increases.
a sensitivity analysis where teams with r WG values below 0.51 were excluded. * P < 0.05.
results showed that the teams' perceptions of the coach-created mastery climate were associated with team-rated task goal orientation and enjoyment. Conversely, the teams' perceptions of a coach-created performance climate were positively related to team-rated ego goal orientation and anxiety, and negatively linked with team-rated enjoyment. Furthermore, also in line with expectations, we found that coach-team perceptual distance existed, and the prevalence was similar to that reported in previous research in the youth sport context. 13 The level of each achievement goal orientation was maximized when the team and the coach were in agreement and both perceived high levels of the corresponding motivational climate. From a theoretical perspective, these findings could suggest that coach-team perceptual agreement is related to the socialization process between the coachcreated motivational climate and the teams' corresponding achievement goal orientation. This can be linked to interpersonal knowledge, which Côté and Gilbert 43 argued is integral to coaching effectiveness and expertise. The authors defined this type of knowledge as knowing how to communicate appropriately and effectively with different types of athletes. The finding also supports the notion of collective cognition, 14 suggesting that the agreement between the coach and the team allows the coach to implement the motivational climate effectively. The highest reported levels of enjoyment were in situations when the team and the coach were in agreement and both reported high levels of a coach-created mastery climate. This is consistent with past research reporting that perceptual agreement between a leader and a team on a positive social stimulus is linked to positive affect. 11, 25 Furthermore, perceptions of a coach-created mastery climate were negatively related to team ratings of anxiety when low agreement teams were excluded from the analyses. Combined these findings are consistent with previous research, 8 offering support for the potential positive outcomes of a coach-created mastery climate. However, the low level of within-team agreement regarding the level of anxiety warrants some attention. Our results suggest that anxiety may have been more of an individual experience rather than one shared within the team. This could be due to the trait nature of the anxiety measure used. 34 Regardless, the results regarding anxiety should be interpreted with caution due to the number of teams that were excluded. The nonlinear relationship between coach and team perceptions of a mastery climate, when in agreement, and teamrated task goal orientation suggests that the level of task 1 = when team and coach ratings are in agreement, the outcome increases as team and coach ratings increase. −a 1 = when team and coach ratings are in agreement, the outcome decreases as team and coach ratings increases. +a 2 = the line of perfect agreement as it relates to the outcome is positive and a convex surface (ie, upward curving). −a 2 = the line of perfect agreement as it relates to the outcome is negative and a concave surface (ie, downward curving). +a 3 = higher team ratings relative to coach ratings is associated with higher scores on the outcome. −a 3 = higher coach ratings relative to team ratings is associated with higher scores on the outcome. +a 4 = the outcome increases more sharply as the degree of discrepancy between the team and coach ratings increases. −a 4 = the outcome decreases more sharply as the degree of discrepancy between the team and coach ratings increases.
goal orientation increased at a greater rate as both coach and team perceptions of a mastery climate increased. Simply put, a perceived coach-created mastery climate seemed to give increasing returns in terms of a task goal orientation, offering further support for the potential benefits of a mastery climate. Moreover, the highest level of team-rated ego goal orientation and anxiety, and the lowest level of enjoyment, was seen when the team and the coach were in agreement and both perceived a high level of a performance climate. Consistent with previous AGT research, 8, 13, 22, 26 this speaks to the potential negative implications of a coach-created performance climate in youth sport. In terms of perceptual disagreement, prior work has shown that situations in which leaders have more positive perceptions of the social stimulus compared to the team have the worst repercussions for the team. [11] [12] [13] Our results are consistent with these findings, as more negative effects were seen when the coach held a more favorable perception of the motivational climate compared to the team. That is, the coach reported lower levels of a performance climate or higher levels of mastery climate, compared to his or her team. Thus, the perceptions of the team were more important for the outcomes compared to coach perceptions. This is consistent with the work of Ames 9 who argued that it is the perceptions of those exposed to the climate that are primarily related to outcomes, as it is all about the subjective experience of the given achievement context. Furthermore, the main effects of coaches' perceptions of the motivational climates were not related to any of the team-rated outcomes. Therefore, relying on coach ratings to predict team outcomes can lead to wrongful conclusions, and if a study were to rely on only one stakeholder, team perceptions would be the appropriate option. However, this would exclude the opportunity to explain the additional variance attributable to perceptual distance. Furthermore, the findings herein underline the value of going beyond comparing the perceptions of various stakeholders.
The results indicate that in addition to the effect of the perceived motivational climate from the team perspective, both the level and direction of perceptual distance to the coach appear important. Our results did not support the notion that the degree of coach-team perceptual agreement was related to outcomes, as seen by the non-significant a 4 -values. Specifically, the expected relationships between climate perceptions and outcomes did not appear stronger with higher levels of coachteam perceptual agreement. This is inconsistent with previous research that has found that as the degree of coach-athlete disagreement regarding the thwarting behavior by the coach increased, the athletes experienced additional competence and relatedness frustration. 13 It could be that our relatively low number of teams did not allow us to detect such relationships, and we urge researchers to continue this line of inquiry with a larger number of teams.
| Limitations
Several limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, the cross-sectional nature of the data prevents us from answering the question of causality. Second, the relatively small N is a limitation, as it can lead to unstable correlations and inaccurate estimates. 44 Third, by focusing on team perceptions rather than individual perceptions, any information regarding the personal relationship between a coach and the different athletes is lost. Thus, future research should replicate the present study, looking specifically at perceptual distance between the coach and individual athletes. Fourth, coach sample included only four female coaches, which did not allow us to do any comparisons to male coaches. Findings from the organizational psychology literature suggest that female leaders have less perceptual distance to their subordinates regarding their own leadership behavior. 25 Along the same lines, we were also unable to compare male and female teams due to the low number of teams. We encourage researchers to investigate whether the gender of the coaches, or the athletes, is related to differences in coach-team perceptual distance. Fifth, we have no data on collective cognition. Therefore, we do not know whether this is the actual mechanism underlying the present empirical results, and our article cannot explain how perceptual distance occurs and why it is associated with outcomes. Future research should attempt to gain an understanding of these mechanisms, and do so in a longitudinal or experimental manner in order to model change. Furthermore, our findings are based on self-report measures, which can suffer from method biases such as social desirability. 45 When investigating perceptual distance, it is crucial that we measure the actual perception of the participants, and thus, not including a social desirability measure is a limitation. Last, an important endeavor moving forward is to investigate whether coach-team perceptual distance has implications for coach outcomes.
| Perspectives
The motivational climate in sport and its correlates have received a great deal of empirical attention. 8 However, despite the fact that studies report discrepancies between coach and athlete ratings of the motivational climate, 4,5 this perceptual distance has rarely been treated as a phenomenon of interest. The aim of this study was to do so, and the results revealed that perceptual distance matters. The outcomes that were theoretically expected to be associated with each of the climates were highest when the team and the coach agreed and both reported high levels of the specific climate. Moreover, the results are consistent with the work of Ames, 46 showing that team perceptions take precedence over coach perceptions in terms of outcomes. Thus, it appears important that coaches strive to create a mastery | GJESDAL Et AL.
climate, and be mindful of the fact that it is not enough to believe that they are doing so; they must also ensure that their team is of the same perception.
